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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
AT RI CHMOND, APRIL 30, 2002
PETI TI ON OF
CATOCTI N EXCHANGE CUSTOVERS CASE NO. PUC-2001-00139
For Extended Local Service from
Verizon Virginia Inc.'s Catoctin
Exchange to its Herndon, Fairfax-

Vi enna, Al exandria-Arlington, and
Fal I s Church- McLean exchanges

FI NAL ORDER

I n Novenber 2000, tel ephone subscribers in Verizon Virginia
Inc.'s ("Verizon Virginia" or the "Conpany") Catoctin exchange
petitioned the State Corporation Conmm ssion ("Conm ssion") for
| ocal calling to the Herndon, Fairfax-Vienna, Al exandria-
Arlington, and Falls Church-MLean exchanges. On April 25,

2001, the Conpany submtted the cost study used to estinmate the
approxi mate change in the nonthly rate that will result fromthe
extension of |ocal calling.

On August 21, 2001, the Commission issued an Order
directing Verizon Virginia to poll its Catoctin exchange
custoners to determ ne whether a majority of those custoners
were willing to pay an increase in rates for local calling to

t he Herndon, Fairfax-Vienna, Al exandria-Arlington, and Falls
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Chur ch- McLean exchanges. Verizon Virginia subnmtted the results
of its poll on Novenber 14, 2001, which showed that a majority
of those responding to the poll supported the proposal.

A poll of custoners in the Herndon, Fairfax-Vienna,

Al exandria-Arlington, and Falls Church-MLean exchanges was not
requi red under 8 56-484.2 A of the Code of Virginia because the
proposed rate increase for one-party residential service does
not exceed five percent of the existing nonthly one-party
residential flat rate. |In fact, the Conpany's cost study for
reci procal calling fromthe Herndon, Fairfax-Vienna, Al exandria-
Arlington, and Falls Church-MLean exchanges, received on Mrch
29, 2002, concluded that there would be no rate increase for the
reci procal calling areas.

NOW THE COW SSI ON, havi ng consi dered the petition filed by
t el ephone subscribers in Verizon Virginia' s Catoctin exchange,
the cost studies submtted by the Conpany, and 8§ 56-484.2 of the
Code of Virginia, finds that extended | ocal service should be
i npl emented between Verizon Virginia' s Catoctin exchange and the
Her ndon, Fairfax-Vienna, Alexandria-Arlington, and Falls Church-
McLean exchanges.

Further, we find that Verizon Virginiais not required to
give notice to the reciprocal calling areas of the proposed
extension of |ocal service pursuant to 8§ 56-484.2 C of the Code
of Virginia. Section 56-484.2 Crequires notice to custoners in

exchanges in which polls are not required pursuant to 8 56-484.2
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A, but because there is no resulting rate increase for the
extension of |ocal service to the reciprocal calling areas, we
find that 8 56-484.2 A does not apply.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) Two-way extended | ocal service fromVerizon Virginia's
Catoctin exchange to its Herndon, Fairfax-Vienna, Al exandria-
Arlington, and Falls Church- McLean exchanges shall be
i mpl enent ed.

(2) Verizon Virginia shall file the necessary tariff
revisions with the Comm ssion's Division of Communications to
i npl ement extended | ocal service between Verizon Virginia's
Cat octin exchange and its Herndon, Fairfax-Vienna, Al exandria-
Arlington and Falls Church-MLean exchanges.

(3) There being nothing further to come before the
Comm ssion, this docket is closed, and the papers filed herein

shall be placed in the file for ended causes.



